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that y ot "Vl 
she To Save Russia: The only cogent explanation of many events w hd§g pa in upon us these 
ring recent weeks is that a tremendous drive is on to save Soviet Russia. Td at colossal tyranny has reached 
me. a stage where its evils and weaknesses now, in the time of dynastic change,-threaten its stability. Many 
: observers wonder whether the whole structure might not crash at any time. Yet great efforts are being 
In- made — and by the same people who launched the anti-Red crusade — to shore up the creaking edifice 
am- and to ensure its survival. 
sure Churchill is the leader of this drive. He apparently feels that Britain has a vested interest in the 
and Soviet Union’s survival. In view of the Churchillian strategy of “playing the middle” between the two 
one major powers, the U.S. and USSR, the Prime Minister would definitely be thrown off his pitch if some- 
thing happened to Russia. Then, he would presumably have no leverage on the bountiful Treasury of 
cept 7 the U.S.A. 
old It is less easy to see why the leaders of the U.S., who have combatted Soviet Russia in the cold war, 
spilled American blood and treasure in the more recent hot war in Korea, should wish to join in the bol- 
stering of an enemy whose menace to us they described in melodramatic terms. Nevertheless, if our 
ittle leaders do so, it will not be for the first time. It is well to recall that on two previous occasions, the 
\sia U.S. took steps which effectively saved the USSR — after which the latter continued, as before, to plot 
seal the undermining and downfall of the benefactor. 
tica 
ould On July 5, 1944, HUMAN EVENTS, discussing the economic and especially the monetary situation 
of those days, recalled some historical facts. Mentioning the Roosevelt gold purchase policy, initiated 
lec- in 1934, we noted that the Soviet Union had profited by the move. “The Soviet Union”, we re- 
marked, “had suffered from a deficit in its export-import balance for years. But the rise in the gold price, 
by American action, enabled the gold-producing Soviet Union overnight to wipe out its deficit. The ‘pros- 
dail perity’ period of 1934-6, so often hailed by Soviet sympathizers, was actually greatly in debt to the 
American currency move. In fact, some observers say: “The United States has saved the Soviet Union 
Wil- twice: in 1934 by its purchase of gold at $15 an ounce greater than the hitherto prevailing market price 
ince- and next, by the American-inspired second front in France in June, 1944’.” 
a1 of Today, we have another chance — perhaps just one more chance, to look after our own survival. 
1S 1S 
, be- The McCarthy Angle: This drive to save Soviet Russia has had its effects on the domestic front, al- 
| for though few here recognize them. The heightened tempo, the shriller tones and the increasingly desperate 
methods of the fight against Senator McCarthy are symptoms that the Kremlin’s apparatus in the U.S. is 
working frantically. It is not too difficult to see why. McCarthy by his exposures might endanger va- 
rious moves to save the USSR from a crack-up. Therefore, the Kremlin apparatus here has undoubtedly 
him- redoubled its efforts to destroy the man from Wisconsin. 
told This development recalls a parallel with a certain phase in the Hiss case, when the same elements 
ze”.” released a drive to destroy Hiss’ accuser, Whittaker Chambers. The latter in his famous autobiography, 
Witness, described the situation: “The Communist Party did not need to move openly against me. It had 
le has only to sit back, to give a quiet turn here, to prompt my enemies there, to feed out information, some of 
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it true and damaging, but most of it slanderous and false, to iterate that most potent of falsehoods: that 
nobody can believe an ex-Communist — and the powers hostile to me, that the Hiss Case had set in 
motion, would do the rest.” 


And as Chambers elsewhere in his book explains, he had done more than offend the Kremlin, he 
had come in conflict with something related thereto but even more formidable. “When I took up my little 
sling and aimed at Communists, I also hit something else. What I hit was the forces of that great so- 
cialist revolution, which, in the name of liberalism, spasmodically, incompletely, somewhat formlessly, 
but always in the same direction, has been inching its ice cap over the nation for two decades. . . . No one 
could have been more dismayed than I at what I had hit, for though I knew it existed, I still had no 
adequate idea of its extent, the depth of its penetration or the fierce vindictiveness of its revolutionary 
temper, which is a reflex of its struggle to keep and advance its political power.” 


“The fierce vindictiveness” was demonstrated in the past week in the almost incredible (except to 
those who have watched the forces at work for years on Martin Dies, Parnell Thomas, Whittaker Cham- 
bers and others) smearing of Mr. J. B. Matthews, who resigned as chief counsel from the McCarthy com- 
mittee after charges that he had maligned the Protestant clergy. Mr. David Lawrence, the columnist, has 
shown clearly and textually how Matthews had said nothing of the kind about the Protestant clergy, how 
he pointed his finger at only about 3 per cent of the Protestant clergy in this country who were dupes, 
Communists or fellow-travellers and specifically stated that the vast majority of the clergy are loyal 
Americans much embarrassed by the participation of a small minority in the sinister world-wide con- 
-spiracy. These facts were completely ignored in the statement by President Eisenhower and in the letter 
from three clergymen of the Interfaith movement. Bad reporting — or was it intentionally bad? — had 
succeeded in spreading the impression that Matthews had attacked the Protestant clergy as a whole. 


Revolt in Germany: The first American blow in psychological warfare (belated, but sound) has ob- 
viously struck a tender point in the Red setup. Our offer of $15 million of foodstuffs for Eastern Ger- 
many was sharply and angrily turned down by the Kremlin. The Soviet refusal provides our propaganda 
agencies with a good chance to broadcast the facts of the story to Eastern Germany. The consequences 
of public reaction among the Germans cannot be helpful to the shaky Red puppet regime. 


Experts here in Washington talk of another opportunity to “make hay”. Mr. Isaac Don Levine, 
in a piece in the Scripps Howard Washington Daily News, on July 11, suggested that the fall of Beria 
may have important results, in this respect: Beria’s large secret service network may contain a num- 
ber of agents in the satellite countries, who fear that they may meet the fate of their recent chief and 
so might be prepared to desert. As Levine says: “It would not be surprising if even hundreds of Beria’s 
men abroad were to defect to our side, bringing with them a fund of information on the state of Soviet 
defenses.” 


Finally, much discussion here centers on another valuable source of intelligence which at present is 
not being utilized by our services. That is the Free Polish intelligence service which functions in Lon- 
don under the celebrated General Anders, who commanded the Poles during the last war. Anders is re- 
spected and treated well by the British, but in the present pro-Soviet phase of British policy, he is not 
given any help there. The excellence of Anders’ information is recalled in the fact that early in 1950 he 
warned the U.S. Department of Defense that a Red attack would be launched against Southern Korea 
about July 1 of that year. Around Washington many feel that a great help to our official knowledge of 
what goes on behind the Iron Curtain would be obtained if Anders were invited to visit Washington. 


Not Merely Gossip: In the past twenty-four hours, Secretary Dulles has been figuratively wearing 4 
feather in his cap for his success in beating down Churchill’s ideas at the 3-Power Foreign Ministers con- 











upsh 
Chu: 


pens 
Briti 
East 
Secr 


mor 
call 
Atte 
sub: 


Mrs 


are 


new 
som 
dow 
and 


Sor 
the 
tio 
me 


ele 
ope 


loa 


are 
las 





as ob- 
1 Ger- 
ganda 
lences 


evine, 
Beria 

num- 
f and 
Seria’s 
Soviet 


sent is 
n Lon- 
is re- 
is not 
950 he 
Korea 
dge of 
on. 


ring a 








ference just concluded. As a matter of fact, the Secretary had to compromise considerably. -But. the 
upshot is that there will be no Bermuda meeting (as Churchill wanted), nor is there any agreement (as 
Churchill demanded) for a four-power conference of heads of state, to include Malenkov or whoever hap- 
pens to be alive in the Kremlin at the time. Finally, Dulles apparently won an agreement (from. the 
British and French) to “demand true liberty (be) restored to the countries of Eastern Europe”, citing the 
East German uprisings as “proof of the will to independence”. In the halls of the State Department, the 
Secretary’s stock has risen and there is no talk today about “how long Dulles will last”. 


@ Is Mrs. Anna Rosenberg due for an appointment in the Eisenhower Administration? It is ru- 
mored that the former lady administrator of War Manpower was recently in the nation’s capital and 
called on two top men — “Beedle” Smith, Undersecretary of State and long a friend of hers, and on 
Attorney General Herbert Brownell. If the rumors about the appointment of Mrs. Rosenberg have some 
substance, her appointment might well run into heavy weather when up for confirmation by Congress. 
Mrs. Rosenberg was closely associated with both the Roosevelt and Truman administrations and there 
are many members of Congress who would consider her as ineligible, as simply a “Truman holdover”. 


@ The naming of Admiral Lewis Strauss to head the Atomic Energy Commission comes as good 
news to security-conscious officers of the Government. Strauss is a patriotic American who served for 
some years as a member of the commission. He was of great aid and comfort to those who sought to nail 
down security regulations and to get rid of security risks. Strauss is a conservative, a life-long friend 
and protegee of former President Hoover and a long-time supporter of Senator Taft. 


Socialism As Is: The New York Times runs an item on its financial page (July 12) that could form 
the basis of a sermon on socialism, American brand. It tells about the concern of the Rural Electrifica- 
tion Administration over “the financial condition of many cooperatives faced with mounting debt pay- 
ments”. And it quotes one of these officials as urging these cooperatives to. “get out and push” sales of 
electric power, so that their income might enable them to meet their obligations. To whom do the co- 
operatives owe money? Why, the government. 


Nearly 1,000 of these power-supplying cooperatives have been established since 1936 with REA 
loans. This year, principal and interest payments to the tune of $58 million are due. Next year the 
amount will be $71 million and in 1956 the cooperatives will have to come across with $96 million. There 
are indications that the cooperatives, or some of them, will have trouble meeting these obligations. “The 
last available report on REA cooperative operations showed 27 per cent reporting operating deficits for 
the calendar. year: 1951.” It must be kept in mind that these “operating deficits” do not include taxes, 
which the cooperatives are not required to pay. 


Of course, if these cooperatives default on their payments to the government there is little likelihood 
of foreclosure; the rural vote is too precious to be jeopardized by cutting off its subsidized house lights. 
The “general public” will foot the bill. If the government should foreclose, the American people will 
be put into the power and light business permanently, and will be saddled with a continuing annual de- 
ficit. Why not? The farmers must have cheap light. 


The story does not say anything about the sequel to this governmental venture into the power and 
light business. For the past two years Congress has been reducing the appropriations to REA. Is this 
agency preparing to wind up its operations? Not a bit of it. Bureaucrats are past masters at perpetuat- 
ing their useless jobs, and this agency has done so by transferring its interest to rural telephone expansion. 
It has made loans to both private and cooperative telephone companies in rural areas, and is now hoping 
that-farmers’ wives will not stint their use of the family telephone, so that the government may recover 
something on these loans — eventually. 








Bricker Amendment: Felix Morley, in a new pamphlet “Treaty Law and the Constitution”, sees the 
issue raised by the Bricker Amendment in the light of 16th Century history. He recalls the words of 
Bishop Latimer, as he went to death at the stake, saying “We shall this day light such a candle, by God’s 
grace, in England, as I trust shall never be put out.” Queen Mary of England,.““Bloody Mary’’, burned 
Latimer, Cranmer and Ridley at the stake in an effort to crush the Protestant Reformation, an activity 
not disagreeable to her husband who was Philip II, His Catholic Majesty of Spain. Asa result of Mary’s 
alliance, with Spain, the port of Calais, long held by England, was captured by the French. Mary sor- 
rowfully remarked that when she died she hoped the name of Calais would be graven on her heart. 


“As the American diplomat-historian, Carlton J. H. Hayes — himself a Catholic — has written: 
‘Patriotic French and English alike resented the attempt of Philip and Mary to control their domestic 
affairs. The eventual failure of Philip registered a wonderful growth of national feeling among the peo- 
ples who victoriously contended against him. The beginnings of the real modern greatness of France and 
England date from their struggle with Philip IT.” 


Morley goes on to comment: “History never repeats itself exactly. But history does chronicle the 
similar reactions of human beings to similar problems and pressures at different times. The year 1553 
saw the beginning of a significant English revolt against arbitrary executive direction of foreign policy. 
The year 1953 is witnessing a fundamentally similar protest movement in the United States.” 


Morley sees the people behind the Bricker measure as composing such a movement and remarks: 
“Its strength is found in much the same nationalistic sentiment which four centuries ago inspired Bishop 
Latimer to face a dreadful death unflinchingly. And the direct appeal of the movement is to those Ameri- 
cans — and they are many — who have not Calais, but Korea graven on their hearts.” (“Treaty Law 
and the Constitution — a Study of the Bricker Amendment”, by Felix Morley, is published and distributed 
by the American Enterprise Association, Inc., 4 East 41st Street, New York 17, N.Y., 1317 F Street, 
N.W., Washington, D. C. Price: 50 cents.) 


On Book Burning: Dorothy Thompson, in one of her columns last week, made a point which (outside 
our own original comment a month ago on the “burning” uproar) has unfortunately been widely ignored. 
“There are several ways of ‘burning books’,” says Miss Thompson. “One can take them out of libraries, 
or keep them out in the first place. I noticed that eight pro-Communist or anti-Chiang books on China 
were involved in recent bans. If the object were to represent American views, some of these books 
should be included. But so, also, should books representing the opposite viewpoint, such as General 
Chennault’s account, Father Mark Tennien’s No Secret is Safe, Freda Utley’s The China Story, George 
Creel’s Russia’s Race for Asia and John B. Powell’s My Twenty-five Years in China. 1 do not know which 
of these are on the shelves, but I do know that Freda Utley’s is not. Bert Andrews’ Washington Witch 
Hunt has been banned. No book by John T. Flynn was ever accepted. 


“Six years ago, the late Oswald Garrison Villard published, in The Progressive, the article ‘Book 
Burning, American Style’, denouncing the systematic suppression by certain critics, book sellers and log 
rollers of every book challenging the Roosevelt Administration’s prewar and post-war diplomacy. ‘To 
condemn books by deliberately ignoring them or to choose critics who are known in advance to be 


certain to attack a book is neither to serve literature, nor the truth, nor to play the game honestly and 
fairly’, said Mr. Villard.” 
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W J HEN EVER ANY RIFT between Washington and London appears, or between either of 


" these two capitals and Paris, the self-anointed opinion formers of our press be- 
itten: 


vestic come apprehensive. There must be unity at any cost among the “freedom-loving” na- 
ber tions. And more likely than not they will adduce in support of this unity thesis a quota- 
2 and e . e . e . ° e . e 

tion from Stalin: “The inevitability of wars among the capitalistic countries remains.” 


Back of this emphasis on unity is the fiction that the enemy is united; it is assumed 


: = that within the USSR there is perfect harmony, that all the peoples within the realm are 
dlicy. held together by an ideological and ethnical homogeneity. Against such a foe, it is im- 
plied, it is dangerous for the Western allies to engage in even minor quarrels. 
arta: Yet, there is no proof of the assumed solidarity within the empire dominated by the 


ishop Soviets. On the other hand, long before the recent uprisings in East Germany and Czecho- 
meri- 










hike slovakia, inklings of disunity behind the Iron Curtain were e <i 0 detect in the news that 
outed came through. For instance, when Stalin died, the striden oc ll Sar unity in the Soviet 
et press and radio simply underscored the fact that the Soviet\% niotgjvas not overburdened 
with harmony. The funeral orations of Malenkov, Beria ant Aolotoy, Significantly bore 
me on this unity theme. Malenkov declared, ‘In the history of the development of human 
ored. society and the national question, Comrade Stalin, secured, for the first time in history 
uae within the frontier of a huge multi-national state, the liquidation of national strife.” 
en Nevertheless Stalin’s criminal heir, echoed by the other triumvirs, was quick to make the 
neral important point that ‘‘we are not afraid of any internal or external enemies’. 
ak The average American reader — for whom the Soviet Union is simply and errone- 
V itch ously Russia — probably missed the full significance of this colossal pretense. Except for 
a few of the better-informed, our columnists, commentators and official representatives 
Book were generally no better off in understanding the purpose and meaning of this pure prop- 
ag aganda gesture. For years our Communists, fellow-travellers and pseudo-liberal profes- 
" - sors have been peddling this myth of multi-national fusion achieved by Stalin, so that many 
; and of our prominent “opinion-formers” seem unaware of the profound disunity which really 
exists. Other sects of Russia First have contributed to this false concept of the Soviet 
— monolith by suggesting a basic homogeneity of population and culture with such ground- 
mene | less slogans as “‘peoples of Russia” and “the Russian peoples’. 
—o Published weekly at 1835 K Street, N.W., Washington 6, D. C. 
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HE CALL FOR UNITY at Stalin’s funeral, with its heavy emphasis on multi-national 

harmony, was essentially an attempt to perpetuate and fortify in the outside world the 
myth of monolithic Soviet power. Its aim was to conceal further the foremost weakness 
in the structure of the Soviet Union — namely the potentially explosive forces of the vast 
Soviet centrifuge. Not by the wildest stretch of the imagination did Stalin succeed in 
resolving this basically international problem which renders the entire framework of 


the Soviet Union tenuous and fragile. 


Since the inception of this forcibly contrived Union in 1923-24, unending tension 
and struggle, marked by bloody revolts, mass insurrection and underground resistance, 
have characterized its existence. So much so that eventually Stalin was compelled to re- 
sort to the diabolical policy of national genocide — as a means for “the liquidation of 
national strife”. It is noteworthy that since Malenkov uttered this phrase over the bier 
of Stalin, new purges have been staged in the capitals of almost every non-Russian repub- 
lic from the Baltic to the Caspian Sea. Less trusted quislings are being replaced by Russian 
satraps, sent by Moscow to oversee the captive non-Russian peoples and nations which 
constitute the explosive Soviet centrifuge. 

To understand these developments and the nature of the Soviet centrifuge, the reader 
must familiarize himself with certain fundamentals of ethnology, history and politics that 
govern the realities of Eastern Europe and Central Asia. The first and most outstanding 
fact is that the Soviet Union is not a nation, but rather a political arrangement which by 
conquest and force was imposed upon formerly independent nations and states that today 
are striving to maintain their separate cultures and different historical traditions. In 
short, the Soviet Union is not identical with Russia. In addition to the Russian nation, 
it consists of a large number of captive non-Russian nations, each of which constitutes a 
threat to the shaky structure. 


If Poland, for example, should be formally annexed to this thing called the Union of 


Soviet Socialist Republics, it would represent a further nominal addition to the non-Rus- 
sian nations already held captive within this prison and cemetery of nations. The same 
may be said of Hungary, Czechoslovakia and all the other so-called satellite countries. In- 
deed, quite consistently, this might be projected in a series of conquests to include our 
own United States if the Soviet totalitarian dream of a World Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, centered in Moscow, were to be realized. 


If this should happen it would be merely an historical repetition of the tragedy that 
befell the Baltic states in 1939-40 and the independent Byelorussian, Georgian, Armenian, 





Ukrainian, Azerbaidzhanian and Turkestanian states in 1922-23. America, too, would 
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have its native quislings under the direction of satraps dispatched by Moscow, as is the 
case now throughout the entire Soviet Russian empire. History is not a nebulous com- 
plex of accidental events. It also provides unfolding patterns of human experience and 


lessons for the still free nations to profit by. 


ia THE EARLIEST PHASE OF Soviet imperialism, which was launched almost at the very 

birth of Russian Bolshevism, the groundwork of the present Soviet centrifuge was laid. 
The non-Russian nations, and later the Baltic countries, were subdued and forced into 
the Soviet Union. They were “unified” by compulsion. On the basis of careful study of 
the 1939 Soviet census, a recent governmental population analysis reveals that of the esti- 
mated total population of 202 million in the USSR, over 54 per cent, or 110,500,000, are 


non-Russians. In fourteen of the sixteen Soviet republics the overwhelming majority is 


non-Russian. 


This disclosure should cause little wonder. According to Lenin before the days of 
padded Soviet statistics, in ‘“T'sarist Russia the Russians constituted 43 per cent of the total 
population, i.e., a minority, while the non-Russian nationalities constituted 57 per cent’. 
Thus it appears rather foolish to refer to the 6 million Balts, 3 million Georgians, 10 mil- 
lion Byelorussians, 3 million Azerbaidzhanians, 1 million Armenians, 30 million Moslem 
Turkestanians, 10 million North Caucasians and 40 million Ukrainians as “Russians” or 
as “minority nationalities’. The stubborn fact is that these are nations, like Poland, Hun- 
gary or any other now under the yoke of Moscow, with their respective histories, cultures, 


traditions and aspirations. 


You may hear it stated that there are actually 179 national groups in the Soviet Union. 
A more accurate statement would contain the term national groupings, for these are the 
products of Soviet classification. Although it is true that this number of units exists, most 


of them are small tribal groups rather than nations in the accepted sense. 


With the exclusion of the approximately 91 million Russian nation, well over 90 
per cent of the non-Russian population in the Soviet Union is distributed among the few 
national entities cited above. This substantially exceeds the total population of the five 
compact satellite countries in Central Europe. When it comes to geographical size, Turk- 
estan alone is three times the combined areas of Great Britain, France and Germany. 
Ukraine, which is the largest non-Russian nation in the Soviet Union, as well as behind 
the European Iron Curtain, is as large as a united Germany in square miles. If the Soviet 
structure were to collapse, the liberation of these nations would give rise to a number of 


sizeable states. 


OR THE KREMLIN this non-Russian periphery of the Union has been a constant source 
of trouble. Ceaseless charges of “bourgeois nationalism”, ‘“‘cosmopolitanism”, and 
“intrigues with Anglo-American imperialists” have failed to obscure the driving, invinc- 
ible will for national freedom and self-determination on the part of these restive and in- 
tensely patriotic non-Russian peoples. The uprisings of 1929 and 1930, the purges of 1935 
and 1937, the mass desertions of World War II, and the passive resistance today in the 
republic of Georgia, furnish the centrifugal pattern characteristic of each of the other 
non-Russian republics. Underground Ukrainian insurgents alone have accounted for over 
35,000 liquidated officers of the MGB and the MVD — Russia’s secret police forces — since 
1945. 


When opportunity affords it, the full power of these centrifugal forces at work in 
the Soviet Union will wreck the entire edifice. The prime example of this promise came 
in the past war with the voluntary mass surrender in 1941-42 of over two million 


Ukrainians and other non-Russian soldiers to fight against Moscow for the independence 


of their countries. 


How to ignore the lessons of history, and pay for it, is lucidly illustrated by the Ger- 
man correspondent, Erich Kern, who recounts what he witnessed in his book, The Dance 
of Death. He writes: “The steady flow of Ukrainian volunteers for the German forces 
we ignored. . . . The millions of Ukrainians, who by themselves could have turned the 
scales in the east, were not only being left unused, but were actually being repulsed and dis- 
illusioned. . . . Police methods were replacing the great and splendid idea of the liberation 
of the east. In place of national independence and freedom the bit was being drawn 
tighter.” “Squandered Chances” is the apt title of the chapter in which this appears. ‘‘Po- 
litical insanity” is how he mildly characterizes German blunders in the area of the Soviet 


centrifuge. 


The Soviet call to unity is nothing more than a shroud of fraud and fear. At Stalin’s 
funeral Mr. Molotov underlined this fact when he wistfully said that “In the course of 
those years the Soviet multi-national state, which became an example of the practical real- 
ization of friendship and fraternal cooperation among the peoples... grew strong.” With 
the growth of our knowledge and understanding of the Kremlin’s chief problem this sort 


of oratory will hardly conceal the fact that the USSR is nothing but a centrifuge, ready at 
all times to split up. 





Dr. Lev E. Dobriansky is with the Georgetown University Department of Economics. 
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